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All Participants: 

(1) Jermie Cozart . 

(2) Ann Lee . 

Date of Interview: 23 August 2006 



Status of Application: allowed 

(3) Thomas Fe/x . 

(4) • 

Time: 2:00pm 



Type of Interview: 

^ Telephonic 

□ Video Conference 

□ Personal (Copy given to: □ Applicant □ Applicant's representative) 

Exhibit Shown or Demonstrated: □ Yes 13 No 
If Yes, provide a brief description: 

Part I. 

Rejection(s) discussed: 

77?e rejection of claims 58, 63-79, 82, 84-97, and 102-118 

Claims discussed: 
58, 79, 97, and 118 

Prior art documents discussed: 
Richardson et al. (5, 301,394) 

Part II. 

SUBSTANCE OF INTERVIEW DESCRIBING THE GENERAL NATURE OF WHAT WAS DISCUSSED: 

See Continuation Sheet 

Part III. 

□ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
directly resulted in the allowance of the application. The examiner will provide a written summary of the substance 
of the interview in the Notice of Allowability. 

□ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
did not result in resolution of all issues. A brief summary by the examiner appears in Part II above. 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: During a 
telephone conversation with Anne Lee and Tom Feix, they argued that the Richardson reference does not teach the 
orientation of the first and second legs as disclosed in claims 58, 79, 97, and 1 1 8. They also argued that the legs (21b, 
22b) do not extend inwardly in the longitudinal x-axis towards the occlusion direction from the first and second side 
portions, respectively. The arguments were supported by an in depth explanation of the orientation of the claimed first 
and second legs of claims 58, 79, 97, and 118. In response, the Examiner will reconsidered his position on the 
rejection of claims 58, 63-79, 82, 84-97, and 102-1 18 in light of the arguments presented herein and perform further 
search and consideration. 



